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R rrevious work by tha authors persmitted -them %o
hypothesize the existence.of certain universal cognitive strategies
that play a2 significan:t role in child second language cguisition.
Forminy-the basis of the "creative construction process®™ im %2 — = "7
leafning, - these strategies have heretofore remained upspecified: This

’ paper offers new perspectives on the specific nature of the creative
construction process: first, by.an attempi to use ironn'ﬁ aotions of * .
semartic apd linguistic coeplexity to account for differences between .

 first and second language acquisition; sSecond, by a glarification of

*he notions of "learning complexity"™ and "learning strategy"; and -

finally, by presenting a nev analytical procedure and framework which-

2y be usefnl in reseazch on childrents strategies-in acquiring L2

_ syntax. This nev procedure involves an adaptation of Bart and Krus'

" nordering~ Theoretic %ethod," which assumes that there is a logical

yelationship ‘among itéms in a group, and which is designed to .

determins those relationships. The ultimate value of this type of o

analysis lies in its -potential to uncover the sorts of empirical - '"1
facts necded before one can begin to specify with’ any ﬁgnfidence the

nature of language acquisition strategies. '(Authoxr/DB)
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Puerto Rican Studies Dept, .  Bilingual Educatioa Program

State University of Mew York at Albany <

US OEPARYNENTOF HEALTR e a1 WARAE TS AL

] This papér is the fourth episoede in our continuing efforts to discover
-~ — - how children learn the syntax of a second language, The investigation -

X hegan with a treatment of the serious conflict between two agcounts
: how a language is acquired.-- a conflict that starts with the most abstract

- tinues. through to the level of pedagogical consequences, The habit for-

- **  matian account of language acquisition states that larguage is learned by
iraitation, reinforcement of the correct associations between verbal res-
ponses, immediate correction of incorrect responses, This view has .
been seriousiy questioned -~ first by the logical arguments of Chomsky' s’

\ transformational account of the nature of language and alsp by the grow~' .
ing findings of first language acquisition research,” According to Roger

Brown {1973a: 105), A radically different possibility is that children work

out rules for the Speéch they hear, passing from levels of lesser to ‘ -

mental psychonlogy, namely, the principles of habit formation, However;
since the first langnape acquisition findings of the last decade” have con-

is no longer justifiable to assumé thé adequacy of those principles for .
second lanf.uage learning,
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Y A NEW PERSPECTIVE-ON THE CREATIVE CONSTRUCTION PROCESS .
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‘ 3 preater caroplexity, simply because the human species.is programmed
O ‘a/g,a/cértain period in its life to operate in this fashion on linguistic input.” -
"L _.~~ We have ralled this account the creative construction process.
T~ . - “ . .
P In+1970, when this (still unfinished) investigation began, there was .
A %) virteally ao researéh‘on the process of child second language learning, .
~J Most of the published literature dealt with the problems and methods of _ T e
LL.‘ teaching. This curiou'sJ state of affairs was probably due to the widespread
acceptance of the behaviorist learning principles developed by experi-

theoretical assumptions about the nature of language learning and con- .

tradicted the principles of habit formation in child language learning; it "
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task undertaken, .The study fucussed on the question: Do children tend
to use the structures of their native language when trying to aspeak a
second language and theréfore make “interference errorswwhen-the
structures of the two languages differ? (as predicted by habit formation).
Or do they recorBtruct the new language and therefore make ”develop- . -

|
|
An emnpirical test of botb theories was, therefore, the first research .
\
l
|
\
|
|

__ .quental errore’ that are similar o those'made by childreg learning . R
. English as a first language? {(as predicted by creative construction). )
. The results of this study showed that the mujor portion of the error > R

types can be explamed by creative construction rather than habit for-.

~ mation, (Dulay and Burt 1972 and 1974a) Consequently, a second study -
-was.undtrtaken to-further investigate the creative f:bnsg\uctzon process
in seccnd language (1.2} acquisition. . T

. ££ 1t is true that certain universal cognitive mechamsms contr01 A

the way in which chxldren organize linguistic input (the assumptmn under- -

lying creative coanstruction), this should be manifested by certaig/regu-

larzuxes in children' s L2 speech, ,We chose to explore acquisition . .

. sequences of certain grammatxcal structures, since Roger Brown and

~-- - ---’his.cotleagues had disgavered an "invariant _sequence" in L1 acquisition |
and had made important breakthroughs in résearch methocrlogy inthis

. area. The refore, the second study in this investigation {Dulay and Burt ~
973) asked® Given interaction with English-speaking peers, isethere a
hatura’l sequence in Spanish-speaking children’ s acqulsxhon of certain
Englmﬁh grammatical structures: b _We found that for thyjee different

; groups of children (Chicano children in Sacramento, California; Mexican
children living in Tijuana, Mexico, but attending schesl in San Y31dro
California; and Puerto Rican children in New York City) the acquisition

" . scquence of the following eight structures was approxxmately the same:

. plural (-3), progressive (»mg) copula (is), article (a, the), auxiliary .

A {is}, 1rregu1ar past (ate, took etc, ), 3rd person smgular {-5), and .
possesswe (\Toun-' s) , o, "

/ . ‘ .

n ) Encouragediby this finding, a more rigorous and comprehensive
stidy wids undertaken (Dulayi and Burt 1974), It compared the acquisition

. order of 11 English functors’® by Chmeae\and Spanish-~speaking chiidren

’ . learning English in an envzronment that included English-speaking peers,

o Contrary to popular intuition, we found an hcqmsxtmm scquende. that was

approximately the same for both the Spamsh and Chinese chxldren ;

° = -

K This series of studxes provides strong support for the creatwc L
constructmn’procoas in child secvm'l language acquisition -~ t‘ne process

- hed

1 The 8 functors in the previous, study, plus pronoun ‘case (nommatwc- . ' S
_ accusative), regular past (-ed) and long plural (-gs), ' . T
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) v ;;wmch chﬂﬁren graduan" refonstruct rules fai- the speech they hear ' . .~"’\
- s bmded by universal innate mechanisms which cauge them to use certain ‘

,/ﬁ/f ‘strategies to organize that linguistic mput until the mismatch between
// . the language system they are exposed to and what they produce is resolved.
J ’/ The ch;lo 's construction-of lingoistic. rules is said {0 be creative because B

- no ' native speake. of the target ?anguage-swhether peer, parent or teacher
--mo&els maiiy of the kinds of sentences produced regularly by children
. who are still learning the bas*c ___ynta.ctxc structures of a language,

. ~ The unavoidable question now arises: What is the spec1£1c nature -~
_of the creative construction process in second language learning? So S
.> far, we-have used crapirical observations of children's second language
spczch solely to provide the basis for a decision about the general ha- p
] ture of the child L2 acquxsu:mn process. All of our work so far permits
us to' say odly that there must be certain universal cognitive strategvzs
that play a significant role in child second language acquxsttzon, The
. specification of those strate?u,s still rémains vbry much a question, t
‘ This paper offers some new perspectives on the, creative construction ~
" process, first by an attempt to use'Brown's notions of semantic .and - \
linpuistic cnmple'«cxty to account for dﬁferen/es between first and second
language acquisition; second, by ‘a clarificdtion of the notions "lea.rmng
complexity and "learning strategy": aad finally, by prcsentmg anew -
. analytical procedure and {ramework which may be useful in the search
_for children's strategles in the a;,/qulslhon of seccmd language syﬂfax.

e o ° "\

A// IRST ATTEMPT ' -

At this point in our rcsearch we can no 1cnger hypothesize simi-
larities between LZ and L1 acquisition as we did at the outset of our i
investigations, Although both the L2 dnd the Ll learner reconstruct the '

-lanpuage they are loarmng, it 1s/mfu1t1ve to expect that the manner in
which they do 0 will d@} ~Children lcarnmg a second language are-”
"slder than Ll learaers they are farther along in their cognitive devel-
ment, and hzve-éxperienced learning a language once before, These \
-factors shiould combine to make the specific strategxes' of the creative
‘constzﬂctmn process in L2 acqulsxhon somewhat different from those , ;
. of M creaﬁwé, Lonstructwn process in Ll acqmslhon 2T

Hawevcir, it was dxf"zcult to part ~with the Ll research urutch that

LI ) : ~
. -
‘ .

/ ' lnot mcludmg *children learnmg fwo languages simultaneously as their
e ] riirst language", as in Swam' s (1972 study of " Bilingualism as a First

Language",
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*had been so helpful till now, And indeed, it was not yet necessary, for
peculation about the differences butween Ll and L2 suggested a manage~ ,
able research plan to begin to approach L2 dcquisition strategies,

plexxty of the functors in h1g acquisition studies, Brown concluded that _
vthe order of acquisition is dependent upon relative complexity, gram-
matical and/or semantic" (1973b: 255), In other words, the two major "
"determmants of acquisition for the L1 order were, a.ccording to Brown’
semantic and grammatm'al (or"linguistic') complemty. He defmed : .

semantic complexity as the number, of major meamngs of raughly equal . o

‘'« weight expressed by a functor. The greater the number of rhajor mean-
ings, the more semantically complex that functér should be, He defined *
linguistic complexity in terms of "derivational complémty“»' the more
transformations required in the. derxvatxomoi a functar {according to the -
"Jacobs and Rosenbaum (1‘168) analysis) the more linguistically complex

that functor should be. - - - .
It seems mtmtwe that children who are acquumt{ theu- first ian-

guage have to deal with both semantic and syntactic information, How-

_ever, six, seven and eight year old children learning a second language o,

‘need not struggle. with semantic concepts they have already acquired,

such as concepts of immediate past, possession, or progressive actisn, * N\

Thus, one would r(ot expect the semantic complenty of functors already

acquu'ed in Ll to be a major determinant of the order of those functons

in L2 acquisition, If thisis correct, the functor acquxsw.tmn sequences .

for L1 and L2 should differ’ sigpificantly’ dug at least to the absefice of .

the semantic complekity factor in L2, Thg.v.mpm*f‘ance of such a find-

ing Wwould be that cenceptual developiiient, at least for those concepts .

- expressed by the functors, could be safely dlscarded asa majoxr explan--

atory devxce ,for LZ acqmsmon sequences . Ereme

v

Thxs task ynvglves two steps: ‘ & B

1. >A comparison of the L2 and Ll functor sequen'ces
2.\ An examination of the predictions made by Brown’s \ .
' semantic and linguistic complexity factors from the |

- ', sequence obtained. ‘ |
” e / ' ’
' . o

- ~After an- exhaustive analysis ‘of the semantic and gramroatical com- o iy

viewpoint of their explanatory powgr for the L2~ ‘ / e




. Compariscn of L2 and t1 FuncébrSei;uences'

) Fortunately, in a prevmu; study on L2 acquisition order (the third
‘episode summarized above, Dulay and Burt, 1974), 9 of Brown's 14
* functors had been included, Thus, we only-needed to compare the se- .-
quence we had already-obtained for L2 with thatof -Browr,rmakmg_tha._. Sl s
appropriaﬁe adjugtinents to include only the 9 iuncto*n found in both L1 B
and L2 studies, Table 1 listg the Ll rank orderd obtained by Brown "
(1973b) and by the de Vxlhexs‘ cross-sectional study (1973) along 'with
the L2 ran}c orders we obt:a.med using three different methods of analysis
{these methbds are des~ribad in detaxl in Dulay- a.nd Burt,. 1974b),

Table 1 ~ L1 AND L2 ORDEIg FOR 9 FUNci'roRs
T s LY [{A\'K ORDER L2 RANK ORDER
) Srown. De Villiers De Villiers roup Group SAI
. . MethodI . Method I - Score Means
~Ing 1 1.5 . 2 ¢ 3 2.5 2.5..
Plural 2 L5 - 1 4 4 5
Past-irreg I 3 " 3 ) 3 7 7.5 7.5
- Possessive. K 5 4 3 7.5+ 6.5
- Article - 5 4 - 5. 1 1 2.6 *
- Past-reg Y - 4 b 6 .85 t
~3rd Person | 7 7. SJ 8 9 9 8.5 3
Copula - 8 6 ) 7 2, 2.5 ) R B
Auxiliary g 9 9 - 5 5 -
,}I‘able Z SPEARMA‘J RANK ORDER CORRELA TION C OEFFIQIEN"‘S
. A v
,}/ i . 1742 . . ! . 1.1 ] o .
| Group Score with Group Means 4% 98 *| Brown with de Villiers [  +. 84
. Group Score with SAI AR Brown with de Villiers II +, 78
-~ Croup Means with SAL / ' +.917 | de Vx}}}ers [ with II -+, 87 P

L2/L1

Group Score with Brown  + 43
Group Mceans with Brown  + 42
SAI with"Brown o k39
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R is obvious from Table 1 that the thrée-Ll rank orders are very :
similar, as are the L2 orders, but that the fofmer differ mgmﬁcanﬁy
from, the latter, This dlfference—m clearly-illustrated-in-Figure 1, and Lt
the suppartmg Spearman rank order correlations appear.in Table 2, (As ¢ .
the L]l orders are approximately the same, as shown by the Spearman  ° I
. coéfficients in Table 2, those obtained by the de §V11hers are cxcluded '

fmm the L2-L1 correlatxons y . . i
4 * -

i Figuge 1 - -
- compams ON or L1 AND L2 ACQUISITION SEQUENCI:S !

2 - Group Means

2 ~ Group Score
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: . ) As Table 1 indicates, "Past irrepular, Article, Copula and Auxiliary
show the grea@cé& amuunt of difference. approximately 4 ranks between
L2 and LI, Except for Past-irregula?, whiéh is acquired later in L2,
_ these functors are acquired earlier in L2 than in Ll The cther functor
" ranks also differ consistently, but the difference is ndt as great, i.e,,
- ‘there is a diffebenck of approkimately 1-2 ranks between L2 and L} for
-Ing, Plural, Possewsive, Past-repular, and 3rd Person. Notice also
“that this group of functors is acquired later in L2 than in L1, | ' L
. I3 o M -
The Explanatory Pawer of Brown' s Semantic and Linguistic Complexity
Factrrs for L2 : ' ’
In an effort to account for the Ll acquisition sequence, Brown (1973by _
carried sut a detailed analysis ~f the semantics and the transformiational
, derivation nf cach functor in'the sequence, . This’ analysis enabled Brown .
et tg nrder the functors according fo their semantic complexity (number of .
“major meanings” of roughly equal weight) and according to linguistic -
. — ¢implexity (number of transformations in the derivation of a given :
- < functor based on Tacobs and Rosenbaum, 1958), Cur task was simply to
see to what oxtent the L2 segnence could be predicted by Brown' s seman= "«

S,

e . tic and linguistic complexity ordering, | - e

-

‘) o -
’ v

The ordering pmdigti}s_ns baszsd on semantic complexity appear in )
the lefthand colymn of Table 3. The column on the right indicates whether
_ ur, nnt each prediction is bgrne ont by the L2 acquisition sequence. _That o
e is, say -ing is less semantically complexs than Copula (-Ing<Copula). . - - o
’ If -lng was.acquired before Copula in the L2 sequence, then the semantic -
nrdering prediction (-Ing<Copula) is borne out by the L2 sequence, “How-
- sver, if -Ing was not acquired before Copula, then the' semantic predic-
tion is not borne out by the L2 sequence, Table 3 summarizes the extent
to which Brown’ s semantic complexity ordering-could account for the L2

i o e e T et

A
sequence, L0 - o L e

. Table 3 shows that al most half (9 out of 20) of the semantic pre- ,

dictions were not borne out in the L2 sequence, The L1 sequence, on the

nthex band, agreed with ~a].l 20, 3emantic predicgions. L ) ,‘ .
Lo . . . ’

_ Since 1t Appears that semantic complexity is not a major determinant
of our [2 order, as it secms to be for L, it right be reasonablé to -, -
exp~¢i that lingmatic (derivational) complexity--the second r:'l.a:joio deter- .
minant of %ﬁguisiitjifx‘pmposed by Browng should predict much of the
L2 oeder, S;«::«e:ii’iqlﬂﬁ:,g nne might expect that linguistic womplexity
orderings should predict the L2 sequence precisely where semantic pre-

T 1.4 N ,
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.- SEMANTIC COMPLEXITY IN THE L2 SEQUENCE - .
- - l : ;
Semantic Complexity Ordering ‘Predictions Borne Out {3.J/ ot B;orpe Out- ()
‘ {{~""is less complex than) .. . - Lt in L2 Sequence
) . . , 1
ing - ;:.‘Jr,?u:d;:ersoh + , -
' copula T : - o -
(auxiliary B — + .7 B
. fgl_umi - £ rii'dpexj‘san ’ ) U ‘
. copula . . ”_M_,ﬁf.,«——;"’ L - .
Lau’xiliary/»ﬂ”"””" : - + .
past irreg ¢ {3rd person o + '
: copula . © o -
, auxiliary - - -
» past r,egw < (Brd person . S o * ‘
. , ot copula ~, - A - L
. lauxiliary | : - . A e
poss £ f3rd person ’ _ o+ N
T copula DA o - - - e
e~ B |auxiliary . T e me T
» ﬂ &- ’ - - - N A.’ . ’ ’ ’ ) -
- article ¢, {3rd person + Y
o copula’ " o e . B R
- - awxiliaxy T, 'y e
_ 8rd persondauxiliary— . 77 T 7] - -
» . copulafauxiliary- N ". o + .
. . oL R i
~ Totals: + = BTl . o
K A L ] .—2 ' )
. . 20
= : - ) -

dictions had failed. Brown' s linguistic complexity predictions appear ia
the lefthand colliin of Table 4, The column on the right indicates whether
or not each prediction is borne out by the L2 sequence,
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LEXITY IN THE L cﬁaﬁENc-E .

Berne Out (+) /Not Borne Out {« )

- ((*”xs less comp’l‘”x na.n") ‘o, m Lz Seq&ence
Lm0 ;!as: reg ) ©*
. Va plural . + X
3rd person. R % R :
copula | o g .
'Lau:-:iliary + .
Article . £ {past reg \ +
Aplural +
3rd person ’ + ’
feepula 7. ‘ & )
Lauxilxary ' & - )
.. Past Irren { {past rep -
P plural - ,
) 3rd person +
v copula - i
. , La‘u:{ilia.rv o < '
Past Reg ¢ ¢ 3rd person - . RN ,
copula - ./
auxiliary LA e T
e e e - =Y .
Y’lural { {Brd person. + ce S Y
copula T - o
‘auxiliary , + ’
3rd person{auxiliary - .
eopulaauxiliary . .
* - ‘ — N L]
‘ Tatals: + = 13 g

Table.- L thé lmguwtxc complexxty predictions fared- ~-- -
wse on semantic complexity, Again, nearly half of

Ag we can see fro
little better than

- the lxngumtm pr dictions wére not borne out by the L2 sequence.’

\!evertheless, ani mxght still hope that the linguistic predxctions that

/
*
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. were borne ont by the L2 order would ba prccisely thosz involving Copula A4
Auxiliary, Article. and Past Irregular, as theix places if the L2. seqnenco o
¢~ - were-not predicted By semantic complexity, and at the same time .thezr' , -
xanks were the most diiferent in L2 and L1, :.‘ . o »\ Nt

-

" whose rank orders were:the most different in the Ll and L2 sequences’® \ g »
Table 5 displays this predxcament ST s R I N e
S, ;- - o
: « . 8-_, . w7 - \ Fa
; o L .Tables v e ( a coe 1
T DIFFERENCES IN L1 AND L2 PREDICTED BY Y . :
S Bf«‘OWN‘ 5 SEMANTIC AND DERIVATIONAL CO\{PLEXITY i
) o o ,' . -, Bornme out;(nl\fot borne out (-) by .=
. ’ ) ’ - Ll . - LZ T ; 1 .
¢ Predictions that are the same , . L , ot *
in both the semantic and lin- ap - . ]
; guistic cnmple:-xxty orderipgs: , R . ~;.‘:‘z3:
. ‘. - ‘e ; N ) . )
S TR Capuld | . s T - : - .
¢ Plural |, C opula I . s
- Past-irreg. Copula et S N
o Auxiliary PR - ;
‘ Fast-reg . Copula _ + - .
_ ~ Auxihary ' s . . ¢ .
3rd persen . Auxiliarys - ;. - - . -+ 707 . .
‘ Pre;;iictiorms made by‘: ' et )
semantic comnplexity alone: - R ‘ .
Toowone' - T . S LTI

e Unfartunatcly, this is not th,n case, Both the semantic and Rnguis.-. S
. tic complexity pred;ctions are altnost ex.ily the aame«fqr the 4 functors

. 3 . )

Predxctwnfa ‘made by B Y :

denvat:unal complexity alnnw

. Arhcle Plural =~ . = - / +
. Past~irreg Paszi-reog - .
" Past-rep 3rd person Y+ . - o
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. .« Tahle 5 includes only those predicticns whide L2 and L1 ﬁiff&t,% It first,’ )
, lists thase predictions which are the samp€ in both the semantic and lin-~ L
£ .- guistic_complexity orderings, The fey remainiag, predictions are uni i fie .
o 1o, linguistic qompiexity. As we see from the table, all of the sé;nanz _ -
. predictions are also made by linguistic complexity. These predictions’
o , . are all bogne out by the L1 sequence, but not by the L2 skquence,/ Of the

el three predictions made by linguistic eomplexity alone, two arefot borme -

SN

Caut by thy L2 suguence, S - .
. . . AR A 1 - : *

L]
‘ 4 .. N - .

! .

The lingmstic complexaty énaiy@iﬁ shows with disconcerting clarity
SR that what we might have inferred from the semintic complesity analygis -
" is invalid, at least in this framework, 'That is, since both linguistic and - -
. ssemantic, corsplexity yield the same predictions wath, regard to the dif-
. ferences between the L2 and L1 seqiiences, we cannot say that this
, analysis supports the absencu~nf-sémantic complexity hypothesis men- =~
e tioned earlier, Nor can either ~dsterminant of acquisition” proposed ) .
- by Browa explain the L2 sequence ebtaiaed, It appears-then, that we are
. ' stall at the beginning of the search for factors that explain the L2 acquis-

\

L atten Segquenos, - . , ; . .

iy e

o
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- L e Lo A NEW PEESPECTIVE ' .o el
Py . t-? . . - . A , ‘
'L~ Thas firtt unsuccessful attempt to deal with factors that might
explain,. at Jzarst in part, the observed propressioen in child L2 syntax
acguisiting inspired a rethinking of the notion  cemplexity>, as well as )

*

—- 13
ascarch for new revoarch procedares, ) C.

,, .
: " Complinty and ©Strateay” -
- . . N

“

» ¢
L3 ~

- The: antion of complexity in its strctest senne refers to charac- |
teriptics of what is te be Jearncd, Thatas, of % and ¥oare stemy to he
Leafned, X 13 taore complex than Y If at invalers more learning matter
thaf ¥, Fuor cdample, perfect tenses require more morphemes than
e - the E imple tenssl, and thus are coagidered wore complex,  Or, in
reatitng, blends and dipthoncs are considored more complex than simple
comaples itemas j?;\mlvaa mare meres-

3

xw* and cemsarants,  Sinax more

} ’ B . - e N
Fable % cxglude, the 3 prodictiony mvolvings Posse wapwr which Byoaen
exeluded tn his Mnsmstic predicticns, because Jacobs and Reszcobaam

did net provide W derivabion for the Possessive: "

R L -

N .‘c‘ | ' 12.
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* ‘learhed fates. | in oﬁher wcrds the more 1

£ - s
ments.of Larmng matter, it is generany assm‘ned that they will be
ere is to learp, ,f:he longer, o
it st take, N} surprzsingly, an mspectxon of oral languageror reading !
curriculé reveals that the mofe complex items are presenied later thaxz
the simpler ones, Apparently, then, complcxxty haz become synony-
mus with Iaterfess of learning, sz.c:.ﬁcally, if the mmph,mfb, of X a.nd
\ Y is kuo*vn 8o is then‘ ‘;uar('mg sequenﬁe Empirieal venf:cation o" ¢
 the lmmna sequexxcn is, im thxs view, superfuous, L e v C

. -

. - P ‘e
RY
given primary xmportance to the empxmcai-detc mination of learmng

ssouences and consequently, careful studies of learning sequence wer#

Reseprch on c}ﬁ 1d language acquisiticn on'the other hartd, has R

As acqumxtzon orders beganto emerge from these invesfi=

.- un.dé rtakcn

" gatizns, so did attampts to explain them,
the rehancv on camplemg again appears,

"It is'in these explahations that ‘
As we have seen, Brown used

..the notion of linguistfc (and semantic) comph.mty ta explain hxs funstor _
. dcqulisition o;der Linguistic uamp}.exxty wasg defxned.m Browd' 5 study .. .
as the number of optional ‘transformations in a denvahsn To corfect ¢ i
soma,of the difficullies of this metric‘{such as aswmmg ¢qual incre- .
. ments of complexity for all Eransformations), Brown offered a more *
refined notion of linguistic complexity as 2 recommendation to future ?
rwcarchera, aamely, "cumulat:w derivational Cuﬁ‘ip}.é‘ Zite e
* [ N .- ’ * ’
K Wg do not. ., simply count the number of optional trans- ’ .
r ic:rmatmns, in a2 derivation, since th;.s procedure. mvu‘ives . )
_the generally un\va?ented assumptzon that any one trans- AN,
“ format fi, Or some otner feature, mvolves the aame - .
increrd®nt th comple‘-:tty of Hmwledgm as any ether. In v e
our cumulative sense of complexity a construction ' :
_ %+ % may be regarded as more complex than sither x or * | U
_)_ y because it involves ﬂvary’thmﬁ in either of’ the constroc- .
* tions a!oue plus scme‘thmg mnre (pp. 406~ -20’7) o, R

‘ bo oo v :"» -7 e

. . . - PR

i Althc;;;m this cnmularhw notzon is certamly an unprovemcnt on simple

. derivatidnal comple: :{y, it still consists entxrdv of a description of
“what is to be learned to explain thr' learning’ sequence, As Brown .

L. stated: e ‘ :

I x Xty mvo!vea all the knowledype af x a.nd x, each taken .

alone, ne how could it fail to be the case that x + y will be .

acqmmd Tater than its cmm;wncmts" {p. 407) ’ o«

-0

« L v L

;. T}ng complote: depundenm, on a dc.scmptm-z of the target langoage

« L L 4

RS

RS
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o explain acgmsition order’is made guite clear by the reasons Brown
ves for any possible failure of his cumulstive complexity notion to pre-
20y pess b ‘ .

e

o
© dict Iearning seguences: , Wt o v r e
L. P> B - . e
- * N RA,“‘* h ) .
» : - ¥ tht prediction can f2il if the analysis of requisite know- ° ,

)

o *. . ledgé, prammatical and semantic,. is faulty, or if the

- - . . }

- . insufficient, (p, 407} . -

. P - . . -
, it is clear-that Browa' s definition ¢{ “knowledge” refers explicitly .

tie the Ji’l‘al‘{ﬁﬁi{}i description ef'what is being leakned, e, g., a linguist's

dvsnription of the syntaciic arid gefnantic components of the target lan-

- smage, However, one cannat aSsume that what is more “ecomplex’ {more:

' . transformations, features, Ttc.}ina linfuistic description of a language

! system alsn prescxibes the sequemce in which .a child acquires a lan< --

" guage. ‘It secms reaszonable to ask whethér a child srganizes linguistic

- _data in a different fashiof. In other words, the criteria that might be

perfveily adequated for a desCriphin of a.languw ge may ndt be the criteria” .
[ the child uses to learn that language,  Bever (1970 makes a sifmilar ‘

¥ - - e TR - e e e— == —

- we cannot use precoaceived notions about the form of

EIE

* wsenld prejudie the sort of faet'that e are brying fo as~ . "

, certain by eollecting his utterances in the first place,

. drammaryinderlying a child's utterances, .. because this , - s

3 ~ evidence uaed to indicate constriictional acquisition is f\

poinl——gt ) i ~ . ’ o -
- - - -, - - v)‘...

p. 39 -7 -

. -»
- - - _
- B . —

, The reliarce of psycholinguists on linguistic descriptions partially
. © axplaiks théir ré;&t’inwmst in,transformgg_Q'gqazg. derivations, as well as
\ ‘thes Aympatience with the changes that Hoguists inevitably make in their

.

e dapt :.ia\t;;“;ns. Chomsky* 8 transformational grémmar has been partially .

v

"/ susceptidle to sdeh Feactions {rom psychelinguists, as the ultimate goal

- - of transformational grammar does involve the description of mental .

structure, -Hovever, Chomsky and Halle (1968) have been’very careful

S " to atate that before any clarm can be made about human cognitive struc-,
furc or learning strategies;.a comprehensive description of langudge
struciure must be available, Therefore, they have updertaken the task ' .

* of providiig an empirically adequate description of language, They also - - -
emphasisc that their ‘choice of this {irst step* has no Bearing on the =~ - - .

' esian ahoul which research program they believe might be most fraitful in
it coarch tor knpasledar about human cogmtive structure, We include
. ’ thetr aan af:zmm»,:nt"; an thie 1usue as it has so often been 5&;1‘1(;115_15' i~
e @Pmstrued, , g LT e

I4 . * -
- -

o . R - ! ‘ -

A FuiText provided by Eric . ’ : '
.

. piychnlopical reality.of their linguistic descriptions, Rather, 1t is adeci- . ° 7

Sz N - . - .
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A further word of caution is perhaps necessary in connec-

. tion with this formulation of the’general problems that guide -~ ‘
- ~_ our study of language.” Apart from the idealization'men- e |
tioned in the precedmb.paragraph there is4another, much - J
more crucial, 1deahzatmn implicit in this account, We have ) {
been descrzbmg acg@zsmon of. language as if it were an '
. instantaneous pfoddne.~ Oﬁvxoualb.{ﬂus is not true. A more
" realistic modeI of Yangdygh acquisition wmﬂh consider the
order in which primary linguistic data are used By the child
’and the effects of preliminary "hypotheses” developed in
‘ the earlier stages of learning on the interpretation of new, L
often more complex, data, To us it appears_that tnis more ) ’
. ‘realistic study is muc!. too complex to be undertaken in any
" meaningful way today and that it will be far-more fruitful ’ .
o investigate in detail, as a first approximation the ideal- .
ized model outlined earlier, leaving the refinements to a
- ) time when this idealization is better understood. The- cor—
- 77 "rectness of this guess, of course, will have to be judged
. i by the longg-mnge effectiveness of & research program of .
o ) this sort, as-compared with alternatives that might be ° . S
I . Lmamnq:d In the meantime, this ilealization must be kept
‘in mind «vhed we think abput the prohlem of the "psycholog«

- -, . deal reahty" of the postula.ted mental structures, e
2 . . Lo

- . . . \rk/ - .3 o ~ L 1

I ta}fe a concrete evample copsider the mattef of e . ﬁ
A " the synchronic residue of ‘the Bnghsh VowelShift, discussed” ’
ST " 7, in Chapter Six, We have argucd that the underlying lexxcal ‘ S
‘forms in English contain vowels in pre*Vowel-Shu't repre-
I8 =~ sentajion, and that these forms are what would have psy-
s, chologxcai reality given the othér assumption in our model--"
in particular, the assumption of instantzneous language
< acqmsmon +To the extent that these assumptions are false
; to fact, the conclusiohs that follow them may- also be false
. to fact, In patvticular, it is. no.doubt the case that the lin- ,
-~ . . v~ - guistic forms that justify our postulationof the Vowel Shift o
Rule in contemporary English are, in general;, available to, C . ',
the child only at a fairly late stage in his language acquisi- \ - , .
tion, since inclarge measure these belon;z to a more learned .
stratum of vogabulary.. Since the order of pmsentaﬁon of
- —. ¢ Jinguistic data is, for the moment, an extrinsic factor that
' has no placein our theory, \'J"Tzﬂndtmcmxmt—af'thi.. S
. fact, .and'we can thereforé state our cnncluszon about psycho- :
e, logical reality only in hypéthetical form: if it were the case
- * that language acquisition were zqatantaneous, then the under-

A‘, - e -~ “
.
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~our’ultimate ;mal i, &., between a description.of.the speech children =

lying lexical forms with pre-Vowel-Shilt representations .

would be psychologxcally real, This, we propose, is a

true statement about lan uage-—ultzmately, about mental

processes and the particular way in which they function,

But an empirical conclusion of this sort will, naturally,

Be more difficult to verify, will require more indirect

"and subtle means of verification, than.a simple categori-
cal assertion, ToO us it seems that for the foreseeable -
future, the study of language and mental processes will
<« ,have to be carried dut at such a_level of abstraction if it
is to make significant progress. (. 331-332)
»

The *more. realistic study" which Chomsky and Halle feel is "much
tno complex to undertake in any meanmgt-tul way today'’ is what we are
vcnturmg to undertake. Although’an adequate description of the structure
of language is still in the process of bexhg formulated, we feel that its
absence does not preclude a meaningful attempt to specify language learn:
ing strategies, An adequate description of the developing syntactic : h
structures children produce while learning a language should be an equally
fruitful route to the r.hscovery 3f cognitive structure, We must, howeyer,

" caution the, reader not to forget tHe dxstmctxonlgebveen a "first step" and

=

produce (product lovel) and the learning strategies underlymg that speech

ﬂ (process level)...In sum, while Chomsky and Halle focus on a description

’

of the target language (s) to arrive at'universal cognitive structure, we )
focus on a'ﬁgscnptmn of the developing syntactic structures thldren pro-
duce w}ulc learmn;.; a language, to make similar types of inferences,

“~

The notion of learning strate;.y as an cxplanatmn of acqmsitwn cannot

‘ rely on a descrzphon of what is to be’lnarhed Rather it assumes ‘that

the cognitive mechanisms a child innately pos sesses makes an indepen-
dent contribution to the learmng process, These mechanisms have |
certain definable characteristics.that cause thé child to use a limited set
of hypotheses’to deal with the kn,bwledge he is a.cqmrmg. No matter
how accurately that knowledge may be described or analyzed y.nto its -

.elements by language scholars, the child will organize and learn it in the

ananner and order in which his cognitive apparatus specifies, The spec-
ification of these principles of mental organization is our long-range

” goal- ' - . . <

. - - %
T ‘ - .

The "learning strategy” approach is not new. It has been used,” .

. for example, by Bever and Slobin in their first language acquisitionr

- research. Beveg (1970) bas discussed rperceptual strategies in the
. . /
16 ' - , v

PR

*
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concept of their role in determining t}\.e’imiversaf structure of language:

e 11nguxst1c ét'ruéi'i:re is itself partxallly determined by ' -
the learning ‘and behavioral prrcesses.that are involved
in acquiring and 1mp1ementmg that structure. .. Thus, .some
formally possible lingnistic structures will never appeat
ifh any language because no_ child can use them, In this way .~
the child' s system for talkmg and’listening partially deter-
mines the form of linguistic structure, ., (p. 280-281)
For example, such fmdmgs as c}uldron s 1nteroretat1ons" of revers-
< ) 1ble &gSSI\PeS as active sentences yields '*strategy ‘D: Any Noun-Merb-
"> Noun (¥VN) sequence within a potential unit in the surface structure
corresponds to "actor-action-object'. {Bever 1970:_ 298), Bever ,
_uses this infcrmation together with results of sentence processing exper-
- iments on adults to account for the pervaswe NVN word order of Erglish
o " sym#ax, This strategy, however, cannot account for the struéture of
languages with other word orders such as Japanese which is an SOV
lanhuage, In fact, L1 acquisition studies have shown that children in the
- vety earliest s‘fages of learning use the word order of the_ language they
© arne learning (Kernan 1969, and Blount 1969), whatever it may be. This
Izhcates that Stratcgy D is only a description of the prpduct of the inters

‘aktion between a child* s perceptual mechanisms ‘and primary linguistic .
data, not a speécification of a universal cognitive strategy. ; {Bever's s n
f -+ general thesis, however, is one 05 t:he most _provoc tive advanced -~ = - - —

P recently. ) :

i Slobm (1971) also proposes stra{egtes referred to as "operatmg -5~—~j~--'"*‘

: 7 u&amph e e

‘ \\,‘ ‘ Oporatz{ng Priﬁ"ciqzle A--Pay attention to/the’ends of words (p. 335)

Opex:atmg Principle C«-Pay’attention ¢ thé order of words and R
- morphemes (p. 348) .

‘ Jthese data Slobin calls these generahz tions "universals" from which ~

\ “he then infers "operatmg principles’, For example; he. finds that-—-— — - ’
\ ' ”post-verbal -and post-nominal markers are acquired, earlier than pre- Lo

- nommal maxkers”ibn1versalﬁ, p. 334, he*xce, he mfers Cpérating . )

Prmczple A (Pay attcntmn to the ends/of words) " In our framework - ) -

Ay




Slobin' s "universals" are generalizations about the product level, and

pxocess level,. - -

——— e . -

')'

First, an accurate specification of ¥ communicative intent! doea not
exist, Slobm recogmzea this when he utates that "*what is needed is a "~
. Aaxonomy and coding scheme for’ pre- -linguistic intention - (p. 324)

. - Second, his operating principles and universals are presented as a - list,
in which the relation of the principles to each othér, if there is one, is
lefte unspecxfled There is no attempt to provide criteria which would
predict when certain principles apply and when they don't. This is es-

able in the production of a certain structure. For example; in KEnglish
L1 acquisition, children regularly prgduceutterances such as "No Daddy

_fo", or, SMWear mitten no't; - In- these constructions they seem to be usmg
Operating Principle D:

' . - . 3 .
. zie .
e 0 A s

htals ‘. . [

e "Avmd mterru tmns'ox rearran ements of 1m 1sf’c umts o
P

,'_ s

e e e = : Le

. as" they do not mterrupt the NVN sequenée. However the a‘bg‘ve c'onstruc-

his ""operating principles" are atatements that presumably Tefer to the L

Two rather serious drawbacks become app&rent in_Slobin!' 8 approach,

pecially significant when two apparently confhctmg principles z%e applic- *,

A
-

e — - simiila¥ problem- emerges when 'we encounter cases that | appear ‘
’ to disconfirm a certain operating prmc1p1e For example, Operatmg
Principle~A {Pay attention to“the ‘ends of words) seems to be violated’ m" ~
I Enghsh 11 acqmsltlon where .functors attached to the ends of words are )
- A _regularly. omitted by Il lea;ners (e.g. past -ed, 3rd pewgular -8
LiLdad everi after several prepositions | have been acqtured However, such
.disconfirming cases need not neceSSarlly constitute drsconflrmatlon of
the existence of a particular operating principle, Rather if operatihg
prmcnles were placed in their proper. perspective, such caseswould
- . provide the evidence necessary f to specrfy under what:conldxtxons certain

e "prmc1p1es"' apply or do not\apply L - S
) Inc1denta11y, Operatmg Prmc1ple A cannot speak to the ecquioition
. of ptrefixing languages such as Navajo, rhus paying attention to the ends

_of words would not help Navajo children acquire their functors. Yet
there is no evidence we know of that Navajo chldren acqurre thelr mor-

tioms violate dperatmg Principle C: O :
) ’ s e et [ NI S Z'-“" R .._—_‘2..,.,_»—.-— e e
—— npay attention to the order of words and morphemes " ‘
- .
as, thf-"y have °b}f1°“9“/ nOt_P_ala aftentron_fﬁ the_pnoyer plagemenb Of t}re—‘ USRS
N T negatlve moff;ﬁeme ) . g . .




pholpgical structure"'later than chrldren acqu1r1ng sufﬁxwg languages such
- as Turkish, - .° oo ) _ » - N
) ‘ I A . R B
From the foregoing.discussion, it ‘has become obvious that é" de-
. scrrptron of universal sécond 1anguage learuing strategies is indeed a ~

long-range goal, '\Ievertheless in pursuit of th1s goal, two observé.trons

) * may be helpful. ‘ ) .
5 : o »
e S “The descrxptlon of acqu1s1t10n.sequences'\?ﬁcludxnga th9se
m our own research studies, have consxsted\of "rank orders", i. ef. y .
‘given a ,certam numerical criterion (such as MLU or SAI; or the n;xean .
score of a given le of subjects for a functor), functors are ranked -
“according to the decr .ssmg (or mcreasmg) numerrcal value of the chosen
criteripn, This results.in a linear sequence, say, from 1to 1l (or 14).
_ Such linear descriptions of acquisition order go hand in-hand with the
% lirear explanations that have ‘been offered for such orders, Inobther -
* words, the use of rank orders-incroases the ‘teadency to think of syntax
--acquisition as an additive process. The converse mayalso hold, amely,
if one thinks of acquisition as the addition of ihcrements of linguistic
material, one would probablv set out 'td look for 'rank orders in ch1?.dren'

e . ; |
’ !

} B : ,,Mf

ii. The notron\"acqmsrtron strategy“ (c}fratmg prmcxple)

—1"& /

L

‘5
-
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-
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emerging synta*-;

refers to cognitive operations that are presumably nniversal, If this is

Mm—smtusrthen—st ies must be able to account for an engrmons
“body of diverse facts bout ch;ldren' s developing sﬂrntax For exa ple,

~a strategy must be ablg to account fot the acqu1s1t10n of bbth sufﬁxmg

7 Tsuch as NVN (SVO)Y or NNV (SOV) Furthermore, strategres must ! 10t

) contradlct each other in.terms of what childrenare, observed to do wﬂ:hm
a given language. As xscu‘ssed/ ftbove most of the recentlv suggested
much acquisition data they cannot explain, .or thab contradict their

: pred1ct10ns it seems that the formulation of stra.teg1es has been too
dependent on the description of the observed facts about chijldren's--

. developing syntax., While the- descnptron of the roduct (e.g., acquls1-—

. -tion sequences or errors) is useful for the drsco?/ ry of a learmng st:rat-

egy, it'is not suff1c1ent and fnay even be mxslea,dx%g, e Lo

e ~ The rest of this paper is'a resporise to the.[Se two observatxons oL
» R ) * ‘\ I L‘ ’ :

“p¥

stpategies seem to fall short o Limversalrty, in the sense that there is , °,~ 7

L T . P
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"\ An Alternative to Rank Orders: Acquisition Hierarchies

b
v . -

-

———

Rank orders imply addibive e\p]:anatxons of the learnmg process N
q ‘(such as derivational complexity), Our methodologmal alternative to -

this approach is to look for groups of functore that are acquired together &
AR and that are ordered, If such groups ¢f functors can be found, a search '

for the underlying characteristics that define:each groupa.ncLseLﬂ apart - . —
~ from others would become possible, It was with much excitement, then,

that.we discovered a recent development in measurement that does just

tha[ The method is formally called the '"Ordering- Theoretic-Method" .
by its authors (Bart and Krus, 1973),~ but for short it is also known as
the "tree method“ (following 1ts origin in mathematical tree theory,) _

e “

_.-Other mrethods of measurement such as Gyttman scaling, "invar- Lot

i xably assume that the trait meéasured is lxnearly otdered and can be .
"measured with a single additive model" (Bart and Krus, p. 201). The —
tree method, on the other hand, assumes that there 15 a logical rela-
> tionship among 1tems “and it is 'des1gned to determme those relation-

e

é i ships, - g ’
! - ‘ : :
\ The relationship worked out in the version of the method presented
here is that of "X is a prerequlswe to Y. For our purposes, itis ‘.
- ’{ . “stated as: the acquxs1t1on of funotov X precedes the acqul.szhon oqunc~
--—«~~«3§ e 1.2 1 S > R I 7
E ‘ . $ * o

‘ ‘ One requirement for-the method to be used to interrelated items

‘is bmary coding, i.e., that.the items be scorable as gorrect or incor- -
rect with values ofl and 0 respectively. Accordingly, functors were . o
treated as items for which a child reﬂ:ewed a "1 if the functor had been
acquxred and a " 01 if it had"not been acquired, - A functor is acquired if -

T 7 it is used 90% correctly' given at least 3 obligatory occasions per child
for a given.functor; (See Dulay and Burt, 1974b: 45-46). Thus if a | .

*,Chlld scored 90 or higher on a given functor he received a 1 for that ’

" functor, but if he scored 89 or less he received a 0 for that functor. » e

The requzrement for positing a relat1onsh1p between a set of items,
. _ . say, for positing the acquxmhon of Case before Copula is as follows:
- . The acqu).s1t10n of Case precedes the acqms*tmn of Copula if and only °
if the dxsconf?nmngAresponse pattern:  {ase;, “%gg&ugcgg}fed)
! does not occur. It is the number of su¢h vdisconfirmatory response .
patterns' tha t"'cornprxses the test of the relationship., If there , CIs
were more than a tolerable number of disconfirmatory response pat-

terns (5% of the total), the relatiénship would not hold.

- ~

3 v

r( -
1Thc method was mtr.oduced to us by. Professor Marcus L1e'berman, Har-—
. vard Umvermty . . . . .

.
. , - * K *




To test the eff1c1ency of this method for language acquisition S

‘research we reanalyzed data that we had,,oQavmusly used to study Sfamsh
“and Chinese- speaking children' s acquisition of 11 English functors..

. (Dulay and Burt, 1974b), Since we had found that the acquisition sequence

of these functors was approximately the same for both groups of children,

we combined 'both groups for thls—ep.?lysns .

. e ” The total sample conmsted of 115 ch11dren, 60 Spamsh and 55 Chmese
. However, the sample for each pair of functors for which a relationship . ——— 77
; was ascet‘tamed differed ‘according to the number of chilgren who had at

. . least three occasions for-thefunctor pair in their speech corpus, ‘The

|~ --zatfiple s sizes ranged from 20 to 115, Any pair of functors }'or which the .

sample was less than 20 was excluded from the final analysns (3rd person - ’

Auxiiiary: Possessive- Past Regular; and Past R.egular—-3rd person).

Tl}fiingtihe_sam&numbef of Spanish Whmesé children in the

amp e for each functor pair. oty -

- -

-

7 The data ana1y51s for the tree nheth?d’ is stra1ghtforward Slx steps
= Tare involved: P :
i, Calculate an 1nd1v1dua1 functor score for each child for each _

functor (see Dulay and Burt 1973: 45- 46) in order to determine whether .

__the child had acquired a given functor; ' (Thé criterion of acqu1sxt1on used ___ B

was an individual functor score of 90 or higher,) -- — -~ =

ii. Convert functor sceres into ’biriary values, for example,

~

- cee e, '+ Tunctor Score ‘ B “ .
.-, - 90-100 I} {acquired) = = -~
S - S L. 0-.89 0 (not'acquired) " Lo

iii, For each functor pair, count the nuinber of children’ who

recewed scores for both functors in the pair,

© , > «
. -

iv,. Count the number of ch11dren wh_ose reqponse patterns-dis~ DT
conf;rm a relationship between each poss1b1e pa1r of functors. That is,
in the relation ’ ) , o

.

‘ *

¢ . . .

Pronoun Case (mematwe Accusative), Progresswe Ing, Copula (1s) Auxxhasr,y (13)
) _article (a, the), Plural (-§) Past Regular Past Irregular, Posses- Co
~:  sive ('f_) 3rd Person (-3), Long Plural (-es).

Ady dther method to calculate individual functor sco'rcsrcq.n be‘used.

! A
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” , Y B .
- - 0] -
o ) *\\ A .L :
: T "F’ﬁm;ton)inrecedes Functor Y, the-disconfirming pattern— " ~ 7
v would be: ' . : . . L
| e - -

| Functor-X =0 (not acquired) . .,

Functor Y =1 (acquired) . . . [

e - T <

NSNS

. 4 Th1s,pattern is obvmusly 7éhe om.y one that d1sconf1rms the above ataf:e»
S me'nt— ‘

’ . ” -
-

© ﬁ v. Calculatp" the-pexrcent of d1sconf1rmatory response pat~- \ ,
terns for each relationship tested. That is, for each functor pair divide
the number of ¢hildren who had d1scon£1rmato ry response patterns by the

v’ total number of children in the sample for 3 gwen pair, The resultmg

number is the perdent of disconfirmatory response patterms for d given O
relationship. The matrix in Table 6 illustrateg this analysis. In the ’
matrix, for each funi¢tor pair, the relationship tested‘m "the acquisi-
tion of the functor designated by the row precedes the acquisition of the
functor deszgnated by the column,' If the percent of d1sconf1rrnatory

<response patterns ic 5 or less, the relationship holds, Reading the” =
matrix, we conclude, for example, that the acqua51t1on of Case precedes

e the acqti'is;.tmn of -Ing, Copula Art1c1e,4_etc swhile-we ca.nnot conclude

o tﬂat Ing is a pre;equxsxte to Copula, as 19% of the ch11dren acquxred

1Copu1a before ;__g R . . -

. i - . .
. « L - -

T CL e vi. From the matrix, construct a tree', (bee F}gure 2. )

. *  Arrows-from one functor to another desumate the re1at1onsh1p
. . between those functors. An arrow that connects two functors designates i
that the functor from which the arrow originates is acquired before the , e
fu.xctor at the other end of the alrow For example the acquisition of :

ase precedes the acquisition of Copula. A sequence of funclors con- .
nected by arrows are all paft of a sequence starting with the functor

from which the first arrow originates and endmg with the fungtor to R

ghxch the last arrow points, JFor example, Case-vCopula-r Auxiliary—y o ‘

|

|

|

\

|

ast regular -y Long Plural means that not only does Case precede

Aux111ax:y in-#cquisition order, but that Case also precedes all others
m\ the sequence. -The height ot the functors is determined by the mean
T functor score for that functor (ingicated by the numbers in each box)
The position of the functors on the horxzontal plane is a purely aesthetic - .
ar‘rangement _ - ' '

!, The tree in Figure 2° ‘fllustrates the acquisition hierarchy obtained. .o
It shows- clearly that certain groups of functors are acquired before

(I ‘< . 22 ¢ , ’
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other groups: The acquisition of*Cdse precedes the acquisition of el
the other functors, Copula precedes-Plural and Auxiliary, and these =

- three, together with Ing and Article precade the last five in the hierarchy:
Past-regulax, ‘Past-irregular, Possessive, 3rd person and Long piur.:l
In addition, Past~regmar ang. 'Dast-irmgular precede the acquisition of

[
>

the Long plural,

.7

‘E’xgure 3 ﬂluﬁtra*es these ralaticnshxps more clearly, *

rl

portaice in this analysis is that membership,ina a group does not depe
_on a numerical score, For e:\ampie from the ree
mean functor score for Article was 89, for Ing 81, and for Co‘pula 82,

Despite these differences in scores, these three are not ordered with

" We see- that tHe

ot i Figura 3
. \ - LZ FU\TCTOR ACQUISITION HIERARCHY ) -
'“f"”‘f”\i“‘:_ - Group I,- & C )
' - E * " Pronoun Cas:: .
1 - T
* » , C‘quié. (is) . i ?migressi{vgﬂiggg,_ﬂ
- o ,Auxilia‘x?Q/(igiw Plural (-s) Article (a, the)
o AN Group Ui . R
5' L w-u.--P%st:mgfulax?\' - ‘ Past irfégulan:; F
Poasessive . \ e / ‘." 3rd'pef§on
B o ,; Long E"’;lura‘.'l l/% : . * . ) R
“ e ‘Y' l: .
) The strength of these rela;tianships lies in the fact that no more
than 5% of the children disconfirmed these relationships. Of major im-

nd

-

respect to each othey, as would occur in a rank order analysis,, Rather, -

they are all members of’ the group thaﬁ pm:cedes tlfé last S f!,mctors men-

tioned above,

The tree alan reveals a sub- hwrarchy for the 5 s
among our functors:

ha - . .

- . . *

™

£
! ,,ﬁ-,)

.
~

*

-

-morphemes

Copula is a prerc,qu;.stte to Auxxhary and Piural

N
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»

*
*

N

-
Yo

3. and these'two are a prereguisite o Fossussive ang ’%rd pér%s}::a (S
. Figure 4),..This 5 hierarchr clearly.shows that, phon etic shape does not
‘ _determine the order of accf.!isx‘tmn, but that some 2art f diffurentiation
T Loaf fum:tmn underhaa i, - Ll I I ;

R ‘ -~ " “ ’ > -: " ’Fl‘gu e 4 - - .,'h- (-
. L " HIERARCHY FOR'S-MORPHEMES - ‘

“ o -
LIRS é oo N el
- »
% - . .

-
-
1
»
-
i

t ) ' 'Ihv ultintate valud of the tree ama}v,,gm hm in its gx:atentml to uh-
] ;s Laver tnw sorts of empircal fucts nesded buinre onewan begin to specify
with any mn&dmcy the. namrc of idmnam .zmgimxtm.x strategies, | Cf )

courve, empirical facts of any STt are of little interest, if not placed

.. - awithin a theoretical fr&mw‘mrk The abave drsdnssion of romph:‘%z,b* ang

*stmtfmy “thus focashed on two distindt aapnmat:heza to the nature oii}m‘

gnage learning, Intheld ‘%r»z sppraach, one jocepts the notion of corapler

- w, as the primary uxpianﬁtzm of laapuage learning sabus relies nn

. argbled that are Hogard Iny a&dmve} to. 24plain acqmgitmn phensmang!

: that 1s, w3 rrakles :hzxt can be brokon dm' G into umtn; the ‘aumber of -

v:hu:h sleteymines h:armn,«: Seguenen, Tim mone saits thereare ina .

-t parcalar item to be Learne d”"t}‘m Fater that ztﬁm will appear in the

Tearning seguence, This approach mlsmzs totally on c%c-v:»,r mptxcm of what -

.5 to hu learned gand nssurmes that lwwr:mnc.gxmtcmm carréhgunﬁ per-

o b imetly tuj,hfzw test ?x;dfﬁn,. A, &, desdriptivas of what adult natwe: ;

‘ %

- - = - spedhers '.naw, ghout their lanpuage, . . s
: SN . - T . s ! ’
3

~

> -

° The »m:cmé approach does not Asdnrmne ~t?x §3¢~er§?: ﬁ?}l‘f&ﬁ;;@ndﬂﬂt’e _
between learaing process and !c.amm? mattgy amd thes, it must tvly.ﬁn
' varmh}m that, h,w;.m to dy with crxtﬂrw for the mgmwfé-nrﬂammfxrgn al
hinpuishsd datm(i:myuagﬂ acquiition wtmtemrﬂ'i “’{‘m 35 firs m:zwn*gm'
*aifunoe that the'pature of these rntwna 18 dAditiye, bror that 2 tr{p’»i-
« tinn of . oy target !,meu,ng ﬂw,x:mnw mattun} 1y the r‘tﬁ !!, pmdarwge
souree for cxpi'maunnm of the J;’mwﬁ langum» § 14 arm:t' pmdugc-f Cﬁ, .
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R «dicubis or&ex". for' a:mple a characteristic such a8 "X 3 are excep- .
-, .., tions to a general rula (:yntactic, "phonological or semantic) might be
S ‘/ among those that deiirie a late group of structuresl A group thatis
_+- gy, .acquired earliex might be defined by characteristica that are not direcily

st .o/ - related to thosé that define a late group such as "Y's express a basic
LR semantic, relation"”, Notica that such characteriastics do not rely on Y
o "pregoncawed notions about the form of grarnmar underlying a child' s -
ot / utterances: (Bever 1970: 349), nor are they in any way increments or
N units of an averrzdmg vapiable, Rather, they are characteristics that .
i emerge from the particular aggregation of structures that children pro- .
, duce at a particulay point in the acquisition proces¥, In sum, critical
cha.ractenstzcs are those features {or attributes) of syntactic structures
. that" dlstmquxsh each group of structures in an acquisition hlerarchy
from apy other group in the hierarchy. It seems-that such.characteris-
. tics may provide a rich emp1rica1 source £rom which langnage acquisi-.
) © tion” strategxes might be. mfer:red Ry o .

If thi s=line of, reasoning is correct, and if its pote’ntial is to be -
realized, then specific kinds of empirical data which are not yet available

become necessary, PR

-

Fxrst acquxs:tmq 1ieracchies of English syntactxc structures’ that
@ are of a hxgher level tha}x functors must be obtained, - The presence of
such structures within ;in acqmsmon hierarchy. should make the relation-
‘ shxp among 1tq.ms ina group ‘mors apparent thih they are now, .
, Second, efivgts of natwe language phonology and semantics on secs
ond language acquisition must be clarified ‘along with the relationship of
. these aspects to the acquxsztmn of syntax in a second language,

,.' .*;\.

? e " . _Third, information on’the acquisition hierarchxes in second languages
o other than Enghsh would, offer important insights céncerning the accuracy
' ' of crﬂ:xcal charact&ristict 4 ateaye based only on I‘Jnghsh syntax acquisi- . e
v . tmn,‘and would add new Sir énsiops that English alone ‘could not offex.
' Cj}mr;ucmtma that define corfesponding groups in the acquiaition
ther uchms of two or morf languax.es should be related in-some sigmﬁ-

Pl

& ‘ .
Fourth, within a gien language, second language acquisition
hierarchies may vary depending on the type of exposure available to the
secqnd I wguage learner{ For example, if the child is exposed only to

A ‘I}us\ as the dnfiﬁing chiaracteristic of .ue four scructm‘es mudied by C.
' Chqmsk (1970; ,thich wee still being aczquired by 5-10 year old children,

NS . e

Tt




- éhams‘»"y, 1‘170 Tne Acguisition’ ‘of Syntax in Children Age 5 to 10,

e
A list of "Qcabulary words, amd a predetermmed 3cquence cg syntactic , .t
simctures via classroom drills and dialpgues, the Tesulting acquisition
hxerarchy might be quite different from that resulting {Tdin the exposure
to the entire target Janguage system ag in exposure to natural speech,
Likewise, exposure to natwral speech of adults only might also result in
a&xerarchy different from that resuiting from exposure to peer speech
in the target language, Thus data collected in immersiod programs in
Canada, where only the teacher speakg the target language fluently; )
snight redeal a different acquisition hierarchy than data-collected in U,
bilingual programs Where non-&nghsh- speaking children interact ‘with.
English speakmg peexs. (as well as an Enghs’h speaking teacher), Very ~
little is known about thé effects of such radically different types of lan-
puage learning environments on the shape of the "mterlanguage" ‘,,:)r’c:ziummi-3
by chx’drgn LT : - S |
. ) - - ‘
Much remains to ‘be dens béfore we can descrz%e in suffzcu.nt detml
the creative constructmn precesg in child sécond language acquisxtmn, :\:

¥ , . - . Y
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